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Desire for exploration beats price: Empirical study on customer motives for using digital

monetary food sharing platforms

Abstract

Fourteen per cent of the global food produced is wasted every, posing an environmental, ecological,
and social problem. Digital monetary food sharing platforms have been proposed to reduce food
waste by a more efficient use of resources. Yet, literature did not inquire the motivation of
consumers to use the platforms. Hence, this paper intends to fill the gap by contributing to the
literature on a (food) sharing economy. This study is the first that empirically investigates motives
to use monetary food sharing platforms in Germany. We use an exploratory sequential mixed-
method approach combining in-depth interviews with a quantitative online survey. Our results
suggest that intrinsic motives have a stronger influence than extrinsic motives: the desire to explore
new food was more strongly correlated to the behavioural intention to use the platforms than
perceived economic benefit and sustainable motives. Concluding, the research deduces theoretical

and managerial implications for different stakeholders.



1 Introduction

Fourteen per cent of the food produced worldwide is wasted every year (FAO 2019). Broken down
to the European Union, this corresponds to 88 million tons of food waste per year (European
Comission 2016). Households and the food industry are responsible for forty per cent of food waste.
This extremely high percentage rate is due to products deviating from the optimal shape, size, or
colour, being too close to or beyond the ‘best before’ date, or simply leftovers from over-shopping
or ordering (FAO 2019; Ganglbauer et al. 2014). These figures are alarming as the problem of food
waste affects all three pillars of sustainability (SUST): the excessive consumption of natural
resources and the associated CO: pollution threaten the environment, while lost profits and costs of
disposal constitute an economic problem. From a normative perspective, food waste has multiple
problems as eatable food is being thrown away while countless poor people are starving having

little or nothing to eat (Ciulli et al. 2020).

Therefore, the question arises of how food waste can be effectively reduced. Literature in this field
is growing, yet empirical findings primarily focus on household behaviour (Aktas et al. 2018;
Morone et al. 2018; Russell et al. 2017). Only a few researchers have addressed hotels, restaurants,
or caterings, indicating a need for further research in the foodservice industry (Betz et al. 2015;

Martin-Rios et al. 2018).

One frequently discussed instrument to reduce food waste in businesses are digital food sharing
platforms (Michelini et al. 2020). This idea follows the principle of a ‘sharing economy’, in which
collaborative consumption over the internet represents the primary goal (Belk 2014). Thereby,
‘sharing-for-money’ models provide online information concerning nearby locations that offer so-
called ‘leftover boxes’ (Michelini et al. 2018). The boxes contain surplus food to be picked up by
the consumer at a specific time at a reduced price. Hence, monetary food sharing (MFS) provides
benefit not only for the consumer but also for the seller, who can generate additional revenues and

save disposal costs by reducing waste (Michelini et al. 2018).
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Previous studies on food sharing platforms primarily dealt with user descriptions (D’ Ambrosi 2018;
Harvey et al. 2020; Schanes and Stagl 2019), the effectiveness of waste reduction (Falcone and
Imbert 2017; Michelini et al. 2020; Morone et al. 2018) or the underlying business models
(Michelini et al. 2018; Zurek 2016); they do not, however, inquire the motivation of consumers to
use MFS platforms at all. Hence, this paper intends to fill the gap by contributing to the literature on
a (food) sharing economy. It represents one of the first studies that empirically tests the ‘sharing-
for-money’ model, thereby providing a starting point for future research. Furthermore, the study
offers insights for marketing strategy development and provides suggestions for improving and

developing sustainable business models.

As this paper intends to examine consumer's motives, it first provides a review of the current
literature. Subsequently, it conducts an exploratory sequential mixed method design combining in-

depth interviews with a quantitative survey.

2 Conceptual framework

2.1 Food waste behaviour

Food waste has to be perceived as a result of an interplay of different food-related behaviours
(Quested et al. 2013). However, there exists no common definition of the term ‘food waste’, as
Stangherlin and Barcellos (2018) found when examining 15 definitions in search of a consensus. In

the following, this paper refers to ‘food waste’ as "the wastage of items fit for human consumption — for
example, when foods are discarded in the retail trade, in food service, or households because they are regarded as

'suboptimal’, when close to the 'best-before' date or due to minor product awns" (Aschemann-Witzel 2016, 409)
as this resonates best with the study's authors' understanding. In the literature, various solutions are
proposed to combat food waste, including macro-environmental regulations or policies, retailers'

engagement, consumer education etc. (Stangherlin and Barcellos 2018).
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In academic literature, mainly qualitative study papers have been published dealing with various
topics of food waste in households and the food industry (Graham-Rowe et al. 2014; Principato et
al. 2015; Radzyminska et al. 2016) as well as more generally with the behaviour of food consumers
(Aktas et al. 2018; Russell et al. 2017; Stangherlin and Barcellos 2018). Hermsdorf et al. (2017) are
among the few researchers who have published a qualitative study on food waste in the retail sector.
Yet, only a small number of household behaviour studies were conducted with quantitative methods
(Secondi et al. 2015; Visschers et al. 2016), thereby underlining the need for further research in this

field.

2.2 Sharing economy

Sharing is not a new phenomenon but rather was the primary form of trading in earlier times (Koen
and Schor 2019). What is new about the concept of a ‘sharing economy’ (Belk 2014) is creating
innovative business models towards SUST. An important stimulating factor is the emergence of the
internet, with ‘Web 2.0 enabling user interaction (Belk 2014) and new opportunities for digital
platforms (Kaplan and Haenlein 2010). While most people strove to hold onto and own as much as
they could in the past, more recently, the trend of common use and collaborative consumption
seems to prevail (Belk 2014). For that purpose, different types of sharing platforms have been
developed, for instance, for transport, accommodations, tools, and meal sharing (Bdcker and
Meelen 2017). Sharing platforms also differ in their orientation towards profit or in the type of user
groups they address (peer to peer, business to consumer, or consumer to business (Belk 2014; Schor
2016). Growing awareness towards sustainable consumption is another important aspect that
supports the sharing economy concept in general (Bardhi and Eckhardt 2012; Méhlmann 2015) and
the food sector in particular (Falcone and Imbert 2017; Heinrichs 2013). Remarkably and contrary
to the assumption of a close connection between sharing and intended environmental benefits,

Schor (2016) found no such links among existing studies. On the other hand, Hamari et al. (2016)
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found in their analysis of user's motives to participate in collaborative consumption that SUST,
together with enjoyment (ENJ) and economic gains, were the main drivers for usage: this finding

represents a good starting point for our research.

2.3 Food sharing

Traditionally, food sharing was based on the exchange within the circle of acquaintances and
extended families (Kaplan and Haenlein 2010). Moreover, the term ‘food sharing’ is often
associated with generous offers for people in need, neighbourhood help, and social projects (Davies
and Evans 2019). This perception is about to change nowadays, underlining the additional
economic and environmental benefits: “Food sharing can lead, in theory, to more efficient use of
resources reducing at the same time the amount of waste production” (Falcone and Imbert 2017,

210).

Consequently, the number of academic papers dealing with related topics has increased in recent
years. For example, Zurek (2016) assessed the risks and regulations of food sharing on the
consumer side; D’ Ambrosi (2018) investigated consumers’ attitudes towards food sharing practices
in Italy and found that sharing platforms still play a limited role there. Falcone and Imbert (2017)
pointed out that food sharing does not per se fight food waste on the consumer side: a finding which
was confirmed by Morone et al. (2018). Ciulli et al. (2020) analysed the intermediary position of
digital platforms in the food supply chain bringing together supply and demand. Michelini et al.
(2018) observed the positive impact of new technologies and assigned three business models for
food sharing platforms: sharing for charity, sharing for community, and sharing for money. In a
similar vein, Michelini et al. (2020) evaluated various business models of food sharing platforms
and underlined the potential of digital platforms to connect relevant stakeholders for reducing food

waste.



In this context, the ‘sharing for money” model is receiving growing attention. The concept describes
a profit-generating business to consumer model that operates through digital platforms and
commonly smartphone apps. Technology is serving as an intermediary for the transaction, in which
sharing represents a monetary exchange. The food’s producer or distributor represents the supply
side; the demand side is the customer who can obtain online information about nearby locations
offering leftover food that can be picked up at a certain time. Thereby, customers generally do not
know what the so-called ‘leftover boxes’ contain. This sharing model encompasses several
advantages, such as cutting disposal costs and increasing profits by selling the food. Moreover, the
model seems to positively affect society as it sensitises people to the amount of food waste and the
need to reduce it (Michelini et al. 2018). In the course of this study, the presented food-sharing

model will be referred to as ‘MFS".

Since the MFS business model is still in its infancy, very few studies deal with the concept. One of
these stems from Michelini et al. (2020), who identified four distinct aspects of food sharing on
digital platforms: a link between suppliers and customers, communication medium for stakeholders,
contribution towards food-related SUST goals, and an offer of products free of charge or for a
reduced price. In a similar vein, Schanes and Stagl (2019) identified five key motivations for
participating in food sharing: emotions and morality, identity and sense of community, reward,
social influence, and instrumentality. Subsuming these results with findings from studies on other

digital sharing platforms, three main usage motives emerge:

Economic benefit (EB): The saving of money is a central motivating factor in food sharing (Belk
2010). Hamari et al. (2016) identified it as one of the main drivers for collaborative consumption.
Michelini et al. (2018) even observed that discounted prices are the perceived main benefit for

consumers when using food sharing models.

SUST orientation: The motivation is based on the assumption that participating in a sharing

economy model is perceived as a sustainable way of consumption (Bardhi and Eckhardt 2012;
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Mohlmann 2015). In that sense, Hamari et al. (2016) highlighted that a high level of ecological
SUST is expected from participating in the sharing economy. The authors thereby assumed that
sustainable behaviour is altruistically motivated and is related to ideologies and norms.
Accordingly, SUST association is supposed to be the main driver for the usage of (food) sharing

platforms (Hamari et al. 2016; Michelini et al. 2020).

Community orientation: Bocker and Meelen (2017) identified social aspects - such as the
interaction between stakeholders - as significant factors for participating in food sharing. Bucher et
al. (2016) proved the positive relationship between social motives and the sharing attitude and
intention. A correlation analysis between motives and usage behaviour by Hawlitschek et al. (2016)

showed that sharing enables social experience and is appreciated by users’ social environment.

As it is apparent from the literature presented, only little is known about the influential role of
consumer motives when participating in food sharing. Hence, this study attempts to fill that gap

with a particular focus on digital MFS platforms.

2.4 Theoretical framework

To improve food waste reduction via digital platforms, a sound understanding of consumer motives
is a prerequisite. A well-known framework on consumer behaviour is the theory of planned
behaviour (TPB) from Ajzen (1991). The target determinant of this model is behavioural intention
which is determined by attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control (Ajzen 1991).
The literature has shown that TPB can be applied to behaviour regarding ‘sharing economy’ and
‘food waste’ (Aktas et al. 2018; Falcone and Imbert 2017; Roos and Hahn 2019; Russell et al.
2017). As this study aims at explaining behavioural intention towards digital MFS platforms, TPB
was applied to develop a semi-structured interview guideline for identifying the usage motives in

the qualitative research.



Another vital framework for explaining behaviour is the self-determination theory (SDT) by Deci
and Ryan (1985a), focusing on human motivation and personality. The theory distinguishes
between extrinsic and intrinsic sources of motivation and the associated degree of self-
determination of behaviour. Cognitive evaluation theory (CET) is a sub theory of SDT, comprising
differences within and factors that enhance and diminish intrinsic motivation (Deci and Ryan
1985a). Dealing with customer motives, SDT and CET were applied to categorise the qualitative

interviews' identified motives and derive further implications from them.

3 Materials and methods

3.1 Mixed-method design

Since little is known about the motives that influence consumers towards MFS usage on digital
platforms, this study conducts an exploratory sequential mixed-method study. Mixed-method
designs can be applied in different ways but always consist of a qualitative and quantitative part
(Creswell and Plano Clark 2011). The study used a ‘developmental” approach, also referred to as
‘exploratory sequential’, which is applied to develop constructs and hypotheses through
‘exploratory’ qualitative research, followed by moving ‘sequentially’ to the quantitative survey to
check validity (Creswell and Plano Clark 2011). The two approaches were combined within the
same research project, complementing each other. The objective of the in-depth interviews was to
gather insight into usage motives from regular users, which were then utilized to formulate the
hypotheses and develop a standardised quantitative questionnaire. The quantitative online survey’s
goal was to verify the results among users and non-users to obtain representativeness of the
relationship between the identified usage motives and behavioural intention (Bl), as suggested by

TPB.



3.2 Qualitative study

Semi-structured in-depth expert interviews were conducted to identify the motives of actual MFS
users. According to the qualitative research criteria (Tong et al. 2007), experts were interviewed
until no new findings arose. Consequently, four frequent users (two male and two female) of the
MFS app ‘TooGoodToGo’ were questioned. The interviews were carried out in May 2020 in
Germany, limited to telephone interviews due to the Covid-19 pandemic. Each interview took
approximately 20 minutes and was recorded audio-visually and transcribed. Based on TPB, the
interview guideline included questions on the perceived behavioural control (situation and
frequency of app usage), attitude (perceived advantages and disadvantages of the app), subjective
norm (other people’s perception), Bl (personal motivation to use the app), and outlook (need and
suggestions for improvement of the app). The questionnaire items were adopted from previous
literature (Ajzen 1991; Deci and Ryan 1985a; Deci and Ryan 1985b). The transcribed interviews
were analysed based on the Grounded theory by Corbin and Strauss (1990), using an open and
inductive coding approach. Open and inductive coding describes a procedure where the observed
data is assigned to categories that are developed in the course of the analysis. Accordingly, all
relevant interview passages were highlighted and subsequently paraphrased. Based on paraphrasing,
18 keywords were identified, which were consolidated into seven constructs, resulting in seven

hypotheses that are presented in Section 4.1 ‘In-depth interviews’.

3.3 Quantitative study

Based on the findings from the in-depth interviews, a standardised questionnaire was developed —
the survey aimed at quantifying the qualitative research results. Participation in the study was not
restricted, as both users and non-users of MFS platforms were addressed. Data were collected with

an anonymous online survey in June 2020, distributed on social networks and online fan



communities of a well-known food-sharing app. In total, 181 Germans completed the questionnaire.
The majority of participants were female (73.9%) and under 35 years (75.7%). Half of the
respondents (50.8%) were graduates, had a monthly net income of up to 1,500€ (48.6%), and lived
in a city (54.4%). Likewise, 43.3% of the participants referred to themselves as users of digital MFS
platforms (see Table I for sample’s demographics). The sample was widely representative as it is
suggested that 65.4% of women were in charge of food purchases in Germany, legitimating the

skewed gender distribution (Max Rubner-Institut 2008).

Insert Table I Sample’s demographic information

The online survey started with the description of a fictional food-sharing app. After that, four
questions on the usage of food sharing platforms and food waste behaviour followed. The questions
in the central part related to a fictitious MFS app and referred to the seven constructs identified in
the in-depth interviews and BI. Each construct was measured with three to five items on a 7-point
Likert scale. All items were modified from previous studies (Aldas-Manzano et al. 2009; Bucher et
al. 2016; Hamari et al. 2016; Hawlitschek et al. 2016; Pliner and Hobden 1992; Steptoe et al. 1995;
van der Heijden 2004). The survey ended with questions on the respondent’s demographics. Six

people completed the questionnaire as a pre-test.

The study used IBM SPSS Statistics 25 to evaluate the quantitative research. An explorative factor
analysis was run to identify patterns within respondents’ answers to usage motives (Child 2006). To
ensure sampling adequacy, the study ran the Kaiser-Meyer-OlKkin test (value of 0.825), the Bartlett
test of sphericity (was significant), and the measure of sampling adequacy (values all > 0.5). To
interpret the factors, the principal component analysis was conducted using the varimax rotation
criterion. Based on similar statements, 45 items were consolidated into eight factors, representing
the various usage motives. In the following analyses, the identified motives served as independent
variables while Bl was regarded as the dependent variable. Based on the extracted factors, a

Pearson’s correlation analysis was performed to measure linear correlation. Subsequently, a linear
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regression analysis was carried out to determine the degree of correlation between the variables and
to test the study’s hypotheses. The study met all requirements of the Gauss-Markov theorem: metric
scale level, variance and causality of the variables, no multicollinearity (variance inflation factor
ranged between 1.025 and 1.700), no autocorrelation (Durbin-Watson statistics [1.28 - 1.55]),

normal distribution of residuals, homoscedasticity, and linearity.

4 Results

4.1 In-depth interviews

The interview participants mentioned various aspects of using digital MFS platforms. The
qualitative content analysis identified seven constructs influencing the experts: EB, convenience
(CV), SUST, desire for exploration (DEXP), ENJ, social risk (SR), and food neophobia (FN). In the
following, the constructs were described in more detail, and hypotheses for the quantitative survey
were formulated. Based on SDT and CET, the usage motives were assigned to extrinsic or intrinsic

motivation towards consumer behaviour to derive further implications.

EB: The interviews showed that EB of food sharing matters, as all interviewees mentioned that they
could save money when buying the price reduced food leftovers. The participants noted that “it is
an advantage that | can get good food for less money ” (P2), that "it is good that [the food] is much
cheaper than usua/”’ (P3) or “that one can save money because it is just a lot cheaper” (P4).
However, saving money seems not the most crucial motive as none of the experts mentioned it first.
P1 even said that “it's nice that [the food] is discounted, but it doesn't have to be”. EB can be
attributed to extrinsically motivated actions as they are driven by external rewards arising from

outside (Deci & Ryan, 1980). Thus, the study hypothesises as follows:
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H1: Perceived EB of MFS positively influences the behavioural intention to use digital

MFS platforms.

CV: According to all expert interviews, comfort and CV were reasons for using the app, as the
following interview excerpt illustrates: “I don't have to worry about what | eat anymore. | just take
a look at the app and choose something” (P4), “either | don't feel like cooking myself or I don't
have time to cook myself” (P1) and “another advantage is that you don't have to cook and prepare
yourself”” (P3). Accordingly, the construct of CV is defined as not having to cook for oneself and
worry about food preparation. The construct is conceptualized as intrinsic motivation because of the
high degree of self-determination of the behaviour (Deci and Ryan 1980). Consequently, the second

hypothesis reads as follows:

H2: Perceived CV of MFS positively influences the behavioural intention to use digital

MFS platforms.

SUST: All experts mentioned SUST as a motivating factor and took up the food waste problem: “I
save food from being thrown away ” (P1), “It is so shocking [how much food] is thrown away, and
if you are not consciously aware of it, then there is such a rut” (P2), “I think it's good that
companies don't have to throw away food and I like to support that” (P3) and “you know [the food]
will be thrown away otherwise ” (P4). As a further consequence, two experts even said that they felt
good because they contributed to environmental protection: “It goes without saying that the feeling
when you buy something plays a role in having done something good” (P1) and “You feel good
about it” (P4). However, the importance differed between the respondents. P3, for example, named
SUST as a significant influencing factor: “I'm critical of the throwaway society, and that's why |
like the system, and the SUST aspect has influenced me”. P1, on the other hand, rated the construct
less relevant: “The SUST aspect is not a priority for me ”. P2 was even critical of the SUST aspect,

noting that “there is always so much packaging waste ”, contradicting the SUST concept of food
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sharing. The study identified SUST as an intrinsic motivation to act sustainably. Yet, the study

hypothesises the following:

H3: Perceived SUST of MFS positively influences the behavioural intention to use

digital MFS platforms.

DEXP: All experts mentioned that food sharing appeals to them as a positive incentive to
experience something new, as the following interview excerpts show: “Through the app, | have
found new restaurants and, so to speak, run a restaurant test” (P2) and “l want to try something
new. I'm the experience person who thinks [those food-sharing platforms are] good” (P1). Besides,
DEXP represents a valued surprise experience for the users, as it is unknown what the leftover
boxes will contain. Expert P3 substantiated: “Surprise packs are good because you can try out
several things” and P4 stated that “in all facilities, I found these sample packs quite good because
they often contained great things. At one of them, | even repurchased something afterwards, not
through [the app].” DEXP is perceived as intrinsically rewarding by the prospect of exciting and

new experiences. Therefore, the study develops the hypothesis that:

H4:  Perceived DEXP positively influences the behavioural intention to use digital MFS

platforms.

ENJ: The interviews revealed that the experts describe the app as “something positive and cool ”
(P2), pointing out that “the way the app is working is really enjoyable” (P4). P2 further explained
that “when | use the app, it feels excellent. Like a win-win situation” and also P3 said that “I think
the app is pretty good”. Ryan and Deci (Deci and Ryan 1985b) mentioned that ENJ is a crucial
intrinsic motivation that is caused by the activity itself and thus people’s desire to use those digital

platforms. Consequently, the fifth hypothesis reads as follows:

H5:  Perceived ENJ of MFS positively influences the behavioural intention to use digital
MFS platforms.
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SR: SR is defined as “the possibility of attracting unfavourable attention and response from
purchasing a particular product” (Aldas-Manzano et al. 2009, 56). Three out of four experts stated
that they feel uncomfortable when picking up the foods: “like a rummage sale at the
supermarket...that’s how I sometimes fee” (P3). P2 even felt “being a burden to the seller’ by
using the app as ‘the sellers reacted strangely when picking up the food ”. P2 attributed this to the
fact that usually no tips are given and that the shops have extra work to pack up the boxes. Also, P4
confirms that “one feels a bit strange in the shop”. SR is determined as extrinsic motivation.

Consequently, the construct of SR initiates the following hypothesis:

H6: Perceived SR of MFS negatively influences the behavioural intention to use digital

MFS platforms.

FN: The term FN refers to an aversion to eating and/or avoiding novel foods (Pliner and Hobden
1992). The study determined ‘novel foods’ as unfamiliar foods that were not selected by oneself.
Accordingly, this construct can have a negative influence and an inhibiting effect on consumer
behaviour. Yet, it seems to be a relatively rare phenomenon when using digital monetary food-
sharing platforms. Only expert P3 argued “that people think [the food is] not so fresh anymore ” and
“I'm afraid [the food] won't taste good and I'm not satisfied ”. He also mentioned that he had food
in the boxes that were probably not that popular and therefore not so tasty, explaining his concerns.

The construct of FN is conceptualized as intrinsic motivation. The last hypothesis reads as follows:

H7: FN towards MFS negatively influences the behavioural intention to use digital MFS

platforms.

4.2 Online survey

An explorative factor analysis with 45 items was carried out to examine the independence of the
identified motives. Although the analysis indicated twelve factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0,
a ten-factor solution was preferred due to the scree plot and theoretical considerations, which
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explained 70.7% of the variance. Also, the varimax rotation demonstrated that the items load on ten
factors (Table II). Six out of eight factors (EB, SUST, DEXP, ENJ, SR and BI) fulfilled the
reliability requirements with a Cronbach’s alpha of at least 0.7. For the factors CV and FN,
Cronbach’s alpha was slightly smaller than 0.7, however, showing reliability in terms of content
(Table I1I). In conclusion, eight factors were considered in Pearson’s correlation and linear

regression analysis: EB, CV, SUST, DEXP, ENJ, SR, FN, and BI.

Insert Table I1: Factor loadings for usage motives of digital MFS platforms

The study checked possible correlations by using the Pearson correlation coefficient (see Table I1I).
The dependent variable Bl had a significantly positive correlation with EB, SUST, ENJ and DEXP.
Linear regression analysis was carried out to determine the degree of correlation and to test the
hypotheses. The correlation coefficient R determined the strength of the linear correlations.
Accordingly, among the extrinsic motives, the study found that EB had a significant positive effect
(B =0.346, p <.001) and SR had no significant negative effect (f = -0.084, p = 0.261) on the BI to
use the digital platforms. For intrinsic motivations, the effects on Bl were found as follows: CV no
significant positive effect (B = 0.110, p = 0.139), SUST significant positive effect (B = 0.279, p <
.001), ENJ significant positive effect (B = 0.574, p < .001), DEXP significant positive effect (f =
0.616, p <.001), FN no significant negative effect (f = -0.128, p = 0.085). Consequently, while EB
(R2=.120, F(179) = 24.36, p < .001), SUST (R?=.078, F(179) = 15.07, p < .001), ENJ (R? = .330,
F(1, 179) = 88.15, p < .001) and DEXP (R? = .380, F(179) = 109.66, p < .001) explained a
significant part of the variance in scores on Bl, SR (R?=.007, F(179) = 1.26, p =.261), CV (R?=
012, F(179) = 2.21, p =.139) and FN (R?=.020, F(179) = 2.99, p = .085) did not. Thus, hypotheses
H1, H3, H4, and H5 were accepted while H2, H6, and H7 were rejected. When comparing the
results of the regression analyses of the two subsets ‘users’ and ‘non-users’ with the entire sample,

no significant differences were observed, indicating no differences in usage motives.

Insert Table I1l: Pearson correlations, Cronbach’s alpha, and Linear regression
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5 Discussion

5.1 Motives for the usage of digital MFS platforms

The qualitative research identified seven usage motives (EB, CV, SUST, DEXP, ENJ, SR, and FN)
of digital MFS platforms; EB, SUST, DEXP, and ENJ were found to have a significant influence on
Bl in the quantitative research. In the following, the four significant motives are examined in more

detail.

Based on the conceptual integration of TPB, SDT and CET and the empirical findings, the study
assumes that intrinsic motivation, including the constructs of SUST, DEXP and ENJ, has a
significantly strong influence on Bl to use digital MFS platforms, whereas extrinsic motivation,
such as EB, had only a significantly medium influence. Consistent with SDT’s key assumption that
the factors influencing individuals’ choices are primarily based on intrinsic motivation, the study
expects the consumers to act mostly intrinsically motivated to satisfy their personal desire to
explore and enjoy rather than a predominantly sustainable and monetary motivation. According to
the TPB, all significantly positive motives (see H1, H3, H4 and H5) can be assigned to the
determinant ‘attitude’. The inhibiting motives (see H6 and H7) generated from the determinant
‘social norms’ had no significant influence on BI. Since previous research demonstrated that TPB
could be applied to predict customers intention to engage in the sharing economy (Falcone and
Imbert 2017; Roos and Hahn 2019), the correlated Bl is expected to result in the actual behaviour of
using digital MFS platforms. Correspondingly, the study suggests that the motives DEXP, SUST,

ENJ and EB are the main drivers to participate in the sharing offer.

DEXP seems to have the most significant positive influence on BI. This finding is in line with a
study from Baumgartner and Steenkamp (1996), who dealt with the curiosity in customer behaviour
to try something new. The authors found that the ‘exploratory acquisition of products’ is strongly

associated with sensory stimulation, e.g., risk-taking and inherent interest in innovations, thereby
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relating to active variety seeking. Reisenzein (2000) further explained that the degree of
unexpectedness is decisive for the intensity of the perceived surprise and influences the positive
surprise experience. It can be concluded that the curiosity to experience uncertainty in the leftover
boxes, thereby discovering new (food) locations and having a surprise experience, is a strong
motive for the usage of MFS. This could be related to ‘experience-oriented behaviour’, leading to a
positive mood and higher shopping satisfaction through greater enjoyment (Wolfinbarger and Gilly

2001).

The study further indicates that SUST positively influences Bl but with a smaller correlation than
initially assumed. This result was unexpected, as the SUST aspect is the promoted key concept of
existing MFS platforms, aiming at ‘saving food’ and promoting sustainable development regarding
food waste. According to Graham-Rowe et al. (2014), the motive to do the ‘right thing’ was the
second most important influencing factor after economic motivation. Hamari et al. (2016) even
found perceived SUST as the most crucial factor influencing attitude towards collaborative
consumption. Three underlying reasons might hinder people from consuming sustainably, leading
to contradictory results: economic rationalizations, institutional dependencies, and developmental
realism (Eckhardt et al. 2010). In this context, Michelini et al. (2020) changed the perspective as
that they examined whether SUST can serve not only as a motivator but also as an output.
Accordingly, the authors claimed that using food-sharing platforms could trigger sustainable
solutions to tackle food waste reduction and efficient use of resources. In summary, consumers take
the SUST aspect into account, which influences their attitude towards digital MFS platforms. Yet, it

only slightly affects people’s actions towards the usage of the respective platforms.

Moreover, the results suggest that the intrinsic motivation of ENJ plays an essential role in
influencing BI by affecting the individual’s attitude. Some people might use the MFS platforms
because they simply enjoy it. This finding is consistent with the study of Hamari et al. (2016). They

observed that participation in collaborative consumption is motivated by ENJ from the activity,
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which in turn influences the attitude and intention to use respective platforms. Similar studies on
digital platforms that provide shared accommodation (Sung et al. 2018) and shared transport (Lee et
al. 2018) also reported that ENJ positively affected consumers’ attitude to participate in the sharing

economy.

Consistent with the study’s assumption, the extrinsic motivation of EB positively influenced BI, but
in a rather moderate context. This finding concurs with studies that determined the incentive to save
money as one of the participants' main objectives (Falcone and Imbert 2017; Michelini et al. 2018).
Interestingly, so far, only studies on food sharing in the non-profit sector concluded similar results,
such as Ganglbauer et al. (2014), who analysed that only a minority of users participate in food
sharing because of an economic need. The authors trace this back to feelings of shame that might

hinder people from using the platforms.

5.2 Theoretical implications

From a theoretical perspective, this study provides empirical evidence on German customers’
motives for using digital MFS platforms, thereby contributing to the literature on sharing economy,
focusing on the ‘sharing-for-money’ model of food sharing (Michelini et al. 2018). Another
theoretical contribution is that the paper suggests a more significant influence of the desire to
explore new food than previous literature which assigned the greatest importance to the perceived
EB (Belk 2010; Michelini et al. 2018), providing a starting point for future research. Lastly, and to
the best of our knowledge, this is one of the first studies that empirically tests customers’ usage
motives for digital MFS platforms, as previous papers primarily focused on user descriptions
(D’Ambrosi 2018; Harvey et al. 2020; Schanes and Stagl 2019) and the effectiveness of waste

reduction (Falcone and Imbert 2017; Michelini et al. 2020; Morone et al. 2018).
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5.3 Managerial implications

This research proposes several implications for different stakeholders to reduce food waste in the
foodservice industry by promoting digital MFS platforms (Betz et al. 2015; Martin-Rios et al.

2018).

First, government authorities are suggested to encourage new and innovative business models, such
as MFS, by launching subsidy programs that invest in food rescue organisations. Governments
should also create new regulatory frameworks that make overproduction, and disproportionate
amounts of food waste more transparent - as food sharing initiatives may save food from being
thrown away but do not solve the fundamental problem of food oversupply in society (Ciaghi and
Villafiorita 2016). Corresponding measures could incentivize organizations to donate surplus and
good quality food approaching the ‘best-before’ date. Finally, politics could use information

campaigns to draw attention to the problem of and possible solutions to food waste.

Second, food sharing platform operators should offer exploratory experiences to increase platform
usage. Therefore, the ‘surprise factor’ of not knowing what food to receive and the possibility to try
out new things should be highlighted to the consumers. Operators may promote the experience of
getting to know new food locations and unexpected dishes. The study also implicates that operators
do not need to overemphasize the SUST aspect in marketing. However, since the mission of the
business model is SUST (Falcone and Imbert 2017; Heinrichs 2013), operators should encourage
business partners to address SUST in every canvas, e.g., by local supply chains, reusable and
recyclable packaging, or eco-friendly and healthy dishes. To increase the usage of MFS platforms
and reduce food waste, operators may implement lock-in effects to create long-term customer
relationships and expand the concept to smaller towns, as most services are only available in urban

areas.
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Finally, MFS seems very interesting from an economic point of view. Contrary to the opinion of
Michelini et al. (2018), we do not see MFS limiting but rather complementing food sharing models
that promote social welfare. Unlike food donations, MFS is much more attractive to the supply side.
It generates additional income, presumably leading to a significantly higher acceptance and range of
coverage among the foodservice industry. Since MFS users pay for the food, it is further assumed
that customers expect higher quality and professionalism, e.g., unique experience or service. In
addition, MFS providers could simultaneously run food donation projects, in which food is donated
that could not be sold through the monetary business model. Either way, food sharing increases
public awareness of food wastage and promotes its reduction (Michelini et al. 2018), thereby

helping organisations pursue their corporate SUST goals.

6 Conclusion

This study presents one of the first findings in the under-researched field of MFS by empirically
examining the ‘sharing-for-money’ model with a mixed-method approach. Four in-depth interviews
and an online survey analysed the motives that influence customers towards using digital MFS
platforms. The findings revealed that DEXP had the most significant influence on BI, followed by
ENJ, EB, and SUST. Accordingly, intrinsic motivation seems to have a stronger influence on Bl
than extrinsic motivation. To promote MFS and reduce food waste in the long run, this paper
provides valuable insights into consumers’ usage motives, offering a basis for governmental

support, marketing strategy development, and suggestions for improvement and growth.

However, this study is not without limitations. The mixed-method research needed a high volume of
time and capacity. Accordingly, the sample is relatively small, comprising four expert interviews
and 181 completed quantitative questionnaire. Even though the number of expert interviews seemed

sufficient, as no new findings arose (Tong et al. 2007), future research should take more time to
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collect the data and increase the sample of both studies. Despite the argument that more women are
responsible for grocery shopping, a gender-balanced distribution of the sample would be desirable.
The selected sample consisted of users and non-users in Germany. Consequently, it would improve
the representativeness if only actual users were surveyed. Other countries could also be considered,
enabling a cross-country comparison. Although this study has taken a significant first step in
examining the influencing motives for using digital MFS platforms, more detailed research is
required in the future. A structural equation model should be developed to gain deeper insights,

which allows the estimation and testing of correlations and hidden structures.
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Tables

Count %
Proband User 78 43.2%
Non-User 103 56.8%
Gender Female 134 73,9%
Male 47 26,1%
Age 18 — 24 years 65 35.9%
25 — 34 years 72 39.8%
35 — 44 years 9 5.0%
45 — 54 years 11 6.1%
55 — 64 years 23 12.7%
>65 years 1 0.5%
Education  Middle school 20 11.0%
High school 60 33.1%
Graduate 92 50.8%
Others 9 5.1%
Job Pupil 5 2.8%
Trainee 5 2.8%
Student 77 42.2%
Employee 74 41.1%
Self-employed 11 6.1%
Others 9 5.0%
Monthly <499€ 25 13,8%
net income 500-1,500€ 63 34,8%
1501-3,000€ 47 26,0%
3001-4,500€ 14 7,7%
4501-6,000€ 10 5,5%
>6,000 7 3,9%
Others 15 8,3%
Home City 99 54,5%
Small town 51 28,3%
Country side 31 17,2%

Table |- Sample’s demographic information
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Item  Statement Loading
EB1 | can save money if | use the app. 0.791
EB2 My participation in the app benefits me financially. 0.812
EB3 My participation in the app can improve my economic situation. 0.800
EB4 My participation in the app saves me time. 0.417
CVv1 It is important for me that the food | get via the app is easy to 0.372
receive.
Cv2 It is important for me that | do not have to cook because of the app. 0.792
Cv3 It is important for me that the food | get via the app takes me no time  0.816
to prepare.
CVv4 It is important for me that the food | get via the app can be bought 0.541
close to where I live or work.
CV5 It is important for me that the availability of the food I get via the 0.589
app is high.
SUST1 The usage of the app helps to save natural resources. 0.811
SUST2 Using the app is a sustainable model of consumption. 0.783
SUST3 Using the app is ecological. 0.877
SUST4 The app is efficient in terms of using resources. 0.793
SUST5 Using the app is environmentally friendly. 0.762
ENJ1 | think using the app is enjoyable. 0.732
ENJ2 1 think using the app is exciting. 0.811
ENJ3 | think using the app is fun. 0.793
ENJ4 | think using the app is interesting. 0.648
ENJ5 | think using the app is pleasant. 0.430
DEXP1 The app is a good opportunity for me to try out new 0.723
restaurants/cafes/bakeries.
DEXP2 The app is a good opportunity for me to try out new food. 0.735
DEXP3 | consider it positive that | cannot decide in advance which food I 0.618
will get.
DEXP4 Because of the app, | will try new restaurants/cafes/bakeries. 0.388
DEXP5 | like to be surprised. 0.409
SR1 | think using the app degrades the image that other people have of 0.855
me.
SR2 Some people think | am not acting correctly when | use the app. 0.899
SR3 People think that I am misbehaving if | use the app instead of buying  0.881
regular takeaway food.
FN1 | like food from different cultures. 0.669
FN2 I’'m afraid to eat things that | have never had before. 0.817
FN3 | am constantly sampling new and different food. 0.738
FN4 If 1 don”t know what food | will get, | won't try it. 0.606
BIl | expect to continue using the app often in the future. 0.796
BI2 | can see myself engaging in the app more frequently in the future. 0.775
BI3 | can see myself increasing my app activities if possible. 0.749
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Bl4 Likely, I will frequently use such an app in the future. 0.786

Abbreviations: EB, economic benefit; CV, convenience; SUST, sustainability; ENJ,
enjoyment, DEXP, desire for exploration; SR, social risk; FN, food neophobia; BI,

behavioural intention.
Table 1I: Factor loadings for usage motives of digital monetary food sharing platforms
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Mean SD EB CVv_ SUST ENJ

DEXP

SR FN Bl

EB 496 1,11 (0,793)

CV 502 099 295" (0,694)

SUST 585 001 ,434~ 246~ (0,908)

ENJ 4,91 1,16 392 283~ 446~ (0,862)

DEXP 536 1,06 ,371~ ,210™ 278~ 520 (0,802)

SR 2,02 124 0031 -0,021 -0,040 -0,017 -0,084 (0,36)

FN 421 056 -0,140 0,051 -0,104 -0,063 -195~ 0,060 (0,692)

BI 522 14 ,346~ 0110 ,279° 574~ 616" -0,084 -0,128 (0,939)

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Abbreviations: EB, economic benefit; CV, convenience; SUST, sustainability; ENJ,
enjoyment, DEXP, desire for exploration; SR, social risk; FN, food neophobia; Bl,
behavioural intention; SD, standard deviation.

Table I11: Pearson correlations, Cronbach’s alpha, and Linear regression
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